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Abstract
This report focuses on some selected scientific outcomes of the activities developed by the
IAU/IAG Joint Working Group on Theory of Earth rotation and validation along the term
2015–2019. It is based on its end-of-term report to the IAG Commission 3 published in
the Travaux de l’IAG 2015–2019, which in its turn updates previous reports to the IAG
and IAU, particularly the triennial report 2015–2018 to the IAU Commission A2, and the
medium term report to the IAG Commission 3 (2015–2017). The content of the report has
served as a basis for the IAG General Assembly to adopt Resolution 5 on Improvement of
Earth rotation theories and models.
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1 Introduction
In 2015 the IAG, jointly with the International Astronomical
Union (IAU), established the IAU/IAG Joint Working Group
on Theory of Earth rotation and validation (IAU/IAG JWG
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TERV, or only JWG for short) that continued the former
IAU/IAG JWG on Theory of Earth rotation (ThER), which
operated in 2013–2015. This JWG had the purpose of pro-
moting the development of theories of Earth rotation fully
consistent and in agreement with observations, useful for
providing predictions of the Earth orientation parameters
(EOP) with the accuracy required to meet the needs of the
near future as recommended by GGOS, the IAG Global
Geodetic Observing System. The accuracy and stability goals
are very stringent, since the benchmarks set by the JWG
are 30as and 3a/y in terms of geocentric angles; those
figures arise from the requirements to the Terrestrial Refer-
ence Frames (TRF) accuracy and stability that are necessary
for monitoring the sea level rise properly and adopting the
policies suitable to act against global change and minimize
its prejudicial effects.
The JWG addressed the whole set of five Earth orienta-
tion parameters (EOP), since there are interrelations among
them and consistency was a main goal besides of accuracy.
Because of that the JWG had a complex structure, with a
Vice-chair (Richard Gross) and three partially overlapped
sub-working groups (SWG) that operated independently but
in coordination:
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(1) Precession/Nutation, chaired by Juan Getino and Alberto
Escapa,
(2) Polar Motion and UT1, chaired by Aleksander Brzez-
in´ski, and
(3) Numerical Solutions and Validation, chaired by Robert
Heinkelmann.
The complete terms of reference appear in The Geodesist’s
Handbook 2016 (Drewes et al. 2016), and a website with
further information is hosted by the University of Alicante
(UA) (https://web.ua.es/en/wgterv).
Coordination among the SWGs and with other IAG com-
ponents (in particular GGOS and IERS) was facilitated by
the existence of common members (including correspon-
dents) affiliated to the JWG and e.g. to the IERS Earth Orien-
tation Centre, Rapid Service/Prediction Centre, Conventions
Centre, and Central Bureau, the IERS Analysis Coordinator
and the GGOS Scientific Panel, Bureau of Products and
Standards, and Committee on Essential Geodetic Variables.
Coordination with the IAU was also guaranteed by a majority
of JWG members in the Organizing Committee of IAU
Commission A2, Rotation of the Earth, the IAU body to
which the JWG reported. More details on that can be found
on the Travaux 2015–2019 Commission 3 report (Drewes
and Kuglitsch 2019), which also details the organization of
splinter meetings or sessions at large conferences. Additional
information appears in the precedent JWG reports, like those
to the IAU in 2018 and to the IAG in 2017 (Drewes and
Kuglitsch 2017)
The scientific outcomes and findings can be cast accord-
ing to their level of maturity in
– Advances or findings on topics that can be considered
scientifically solved, and
– Advances showing remarkable improvement of knowl-
edge but still on progress
Next section emphasizes on outcomes of the first kind.
Many of them are related to precession and nutation, since
those parameters are a main object of theoretical develop-
ments due to its origin, astronomical forcing in the main, and
subsequent better predictability.
2 Selected Outcomes
Several papers published in recent years by JWG members
in the main unveil that a noticeable part of the unexplained
variance of the determined EOP series can be attributed
mainly to:
– Systematic errors, e.g. in conventional or background
models,
– Inconsistencies, either internal to theories or among com-
ponents of them, and
– Need of updating some specific components after 20 years
of their derivation
That happens particularly for the Celestial pole offsets
(CPO) that provide the deviations of the precession-nutation
parameters with respect to the conventional models adopted
by the IAU and IAG/IUGG. Some of the main outcomes
related to the CPO are:
1. The amplitudes of the main nutation terms have to be
updated after almost 20 years of use. This is particularly
important for the 21 frequencies used to fit the nutation
theory IAU2000, at a time in which the amplitude formal
errors were not better than 5as (Herring et al. 2002) and
may exceed some tens. Currently the number of separable
frequencies has increased drastically up to several tens,
and the uncertainties of the fitted amplitudes are reduced
to about 2–3as. The existence of amplitude inaccuracies
that can reach several tens as has been confirmed by
many different independent results, e.g. Malkin (2014),
Gattano et al. (2016), Belda et al. (2017a), Schuh et al.
(2017), Zhu et al. (2017). Methodologies are varied; for
instance, Malkin (2014) fitted a reduced set of amplitudes
to various single and combined CPO time series, in
different time intervals. Gattano et al. (2016) also used
different single and combined series, whereas Belda et al.
(2017a) used a global VLBI solution derived from 2990
sessions ranging from 1990 to 2010 (the last year used for
the ICRF2 realization) to fit the widest set of amplitudes,
179. To give an idea of the magnitude of the potential
improvement, the decrease of the WRMS of the CPO
residuals is roughly around 15as when the 14 major
amplitudes and precession offsets and trends are corrected
according to that fit.
2. Also for nutation theory, it has been found that the two
independent blocks that compose the IAU2000 series,
namely lunisolar and planetary, are inconsistent with each
other (Ferrándiz et al. 2018). In fact, the MHB2000
transfer function was not applied to the amplitudes of
the 687 planetary terms, either direct or indirect; instead,
those terms were taken without change from an early
version of the rigid-Earth theory REN2000. Besides, the
planetary terms are nutations of the angular momentum
vector, whereas the 678 lunisolar terms are nutations
of the figure axis of a non-rigid three-layer Earth. That
surprising fact was clearly reported by Herring et al.
(2002), and a likely cause might be that the effect of
the transfer function application on individual ampli-
tudes was assumed to be negligible and less than 5as,
the threshold for truncation that IAU recommended at
that time for the renewal of the nutation theory. It is
not really the case, since the magnitude of this effect
has been proved to reach near 20as in single ampli-
tudes, a value much larger than the joint contribution
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Table 1 Largest Oppolzer terms
of planetary origin for the Earth’s
figure axis
Period dXin dXout dYin dYout Origin
LVe LE LMa LJ pA (days) (sin) (cos) (cos) (sin) code
0 1 0 1 0 398:884 0:2 0 0:2 0 0
2 4 0 0 2 487:638 1:8 0:1 1:7 0:1 1
0 1 0 2 0 439:332 1:1 14 1:3 14.3 1
0 3 4 0 0 418:266 3:2 0.5 3:1 0:4 1
3 4 0 0 0 416:688 2:9 8.2 2:9 7:9 1
0 1 0 1 0 398:884 18:8 3 17:2 3 1
0 2 2 0 0 389:968 4:3 0:4 3:8 0.4 1
2 4 0 0 2 487:638 5:6 0:5 5:6 0:5 2
0 1 0 1 0 398:884 1:6 0.2 1:5 0:2 5
Units: amplitudes in as, periods in mean solar days
Effect origin code: 0 indirect Moon; 1 indirect Sun; 2 direct Venus; 5 direct Jupiter
Fig. 1 dX: Comparison of the accumulated effects of the six leading non-rigid planetary Oppolzer terms (in red) and the 533 planetary terms of
IAU2000 with amplitude <1as (in blue). Period 1990–2020
of several hundreds of small planetary terms included
in the IAU2000 model. The joint effect of the neglected
terms can be above the GGOS threshold. Those facts are
illustrated in Table 1 (an abridged version of Table 1
in Ferrándiz et al. 2018) and Fig. 1. The largest ampli-
tudes and its associated period are marked in bold in
Table 1.
3. The background geophysical models of IAU2000,
particularly those corresponding to the ocean mass and
currents effects, were among the best ones available
before 2000, but since then those models have become
obsolete. For instance, the computation of oceanic
effects is reported as based on the GOT94 model
(Chao et al. 1996). Outdating of background models
poses a new source of inconsistency, since they are
different from the corresponding models currently
used to process the observation data for determining
the EOP, either separately or jointly with a terrestrial
reference frame (TRF). The impact of this fact on
the accuracy of those IAU2000 components has not
been assessed in most cases. Besides, the update
needed to improve consistency and assessing accuracy
is not straightforward, since the final MHB2000
nutation series were computed numerically from the
dynamical equations and not from the simpler resonance
formulae, as described in 6.1 of Mathews et al. (2002);
besides, the full set of either oceanic or anelastic
contributions was never published separately and only
a few sample terms were displayed on the cited
paper.
4. Regarding the mutual consistency of the conventional
precession and nutation models, it has been proved that
the precession theory IAU2006 is not fully dynamically
consistent with the nutation theory IAU2000 (MHB2000
by Mathews et al. 2002), though dynamical consistency
was required by the 2006 IAU Resolution B1 endorsing
P03 (Capitaine et al. 2003). Inconsistencies arise from the
fact that IAU2006 considers J2 as a linear function instead
of a constant like IAU2000, and besides uses different val-
ues, at J2000.0, for the obliquity and the rate of longitude
(precession constant) than those of IAU2000. Making the
two theories consistent requires applying certain correc-
tions to the nutation part, as already noticed by Capitaine
et al. (2005) although no correction was recommended by
the IAU WG in charge (Hilton et al. 2006) nor included in
the text of the Resolution. The set of corrections already
recommended in the IERS Conventions (2010) (Petit and
Luzum 2010) has been found to be incomplete, but full
consistency can be achieved by applying to the IAU2000
series a recently determined set of small corrections that
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include a few so-called Poisson or secular-mixed terms,
whose amplitudes are factorized by the time and thus
increase as it departs from J2000.0 in either sense (Escapa
et al. 2017a,b; Escapa and Capitaine 2018). Using as
and Julian centuries as units, the complete set is given
by
.d / D 15:6 sin  1:4 cos  0:5 cos ls
C39:8t sin  0:6t sin 2;
.d/ D C0:8 cos  0:8 sin  25:1t cos
1:7t cos.2F  2D C 2/:
(1)
While these effects are small, they are systematic, not
random, and should therefore be included in an improved
theory according to the discussions inside the JWG, but
preferably along with other major updating of the models
for the final users’ convenience.
5. The precession model has been re-assessed as well.
On the theoretical side, a set of minor contributions
to the longitude rate has been revised and their values
improved, particularly two contributions gathering
respectively the mathematical second order solution
component for a non-rigid Earth (Baenas et al. 2017a)
and the anelasticity effects on a rotating Earth (Baenas
et al. 2017b), the latter effect named as non-linear
in the Mathews et al. (2002) terminology. Besides,
those findings imply that the value of the Earth’s
dynamical ellipticity, Hd , must be adjusted since the
observed precession rate is of course unchanged. The Hd
variation is of some ppm and the resulting corrections
to nutations, or indirect effects, are non-negligible
since they approach near 100as for certain terms
(Baenas et al. 2019).
6. From a more practical perspective, the accuracy of the
precession polynomial has been checked by several
authors, e.g. Malkin (2014), Liu and Capitaine (2017),
Gattano et al. (2016), Belda et al. (2017a). The most
recent results show that the offsets and trends of dX and
dY deviate from 0 slightly, but significantly, and reach the
as and as/y levels—i.e. the current precession model
may be not 100% accurate although not at a worrying
extent. In general, the offsets of dX and dY are >30as,
the target accuracy recommended by the IAG Global
Geodetic Observing System (GGOS). In contrast, the
uncertainties of rates are rather compliant with the GGOS
goals.
7. The free core nutation (FCN) is a major source of unex-
plained variance of the CPO. FCN models have never
been included in the IAU and IAG/IUGG theories of
Earth rotation, since their excitation mechanism is closer
to that of polar motion than to the astronomically forced
nutations. Its modeling has been addressed by different
approaches; some of them are new, like convolution (Chao
and Hsieh 2015) and numerical integration with excitation
functions that may include geomagnetic jerks (GMJ)
(Vondrák and Ron 2015, 2019). Besides, new accurate
empirical models have been derived by Belda et al. (2016)
using a sliding window approach with high temporal
resolution, therefore closer to Malkin’s methods (2013,
2014, 2016) than to Lambert’s (2007). Furthermore, FCN
models are dependent on the EOP solutions used in their
derivation at the current accuracy level (Malkin 2017).
Summarizing, the WRMS of the CPO residuals can be
reduced near the vicinity of 100as by using suitable
correction models.
As for polar motion (PM) and UT1, the advances have
been also quite impressive.
1. The general theory that is the backbone of IAU2000 has
been extended from symmetric to triaxial two- and three-
layer Earth models in a series of papers that starts with
Chen and Shen (2010). The most recent is by Guo and
Shen (2020), who consider the elasticity of the solid inner
core (SIC) as well as viscoelectromagnetic couplings
between the fluid outer core and elastic inner core and
mantle, and the pressure and gravitational coupling acting
on inner the SIC. Frequency-dependent responses of PM
to excitations have been further investigated by Chen et al.
(2013a,b).
2. The S1 signal, considered anomalous for long, has been
further explained. Schindelegger et al. (2016, 2017)
showed that the S1 LOD estimate (6s) determined from
VLBI is in agreement with atmosphere-ocean excitation
estimates.
3. The analyses of PM and UT1 benefit to a remarkable
extent from the improvement of their excitation function
models. For instance, we can cite the continuous archive
of the NCEP-CAR reanalyses for excitations of PM and
UT1 at the IERS Special Bureau (SB) for the Atmosphere,
applying the methodology introduced by Salstein et al.
(1993) and Zhou et al. (2006) to the new input data;
the new release of the oceanic ECCO model by Quinn
et al. (2019), available from the IERS SB for Oceans; the
time series of operational effective angular momentum
(AM) functions provided by the ESM (Advanced Earth
system modelling capacity) at GFZ in Potsdam (e.g.
Dill and Dobslaw 2019; Dill et al. 2019), which include
3h atmospheric (AAM), 3h oceanic (OAM), 24h hydro-
logic (HAM) and 24h sea-level (SLAM) contributions,
etc.
4. The numerical integration of Brzezin´ski’s broad-band
Liouville equations (Brzezin´ski 1994) with geophysical
excitations like OAM, AAM from several sources has
shown that all the EOP are sensitive to those excitations.
The agreement with observations is improved when GMJ
are considered (Vondrák and Ron 2016). The method has
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been applied to derive new estimates of the periods and
Q of the Chandler Wobble (CW) and FCN (Vondrák et al.
2017, 2019).
5. More insight into the hydrological effects on PM, taking
into account time-varying gravity, has been provided by
the research performed at the Polish Space Research
Centre (e.g. Win´ska and ´Sliwin´ska 2019; ´Sliwin´ska and
Nastula 2019).
Regarding the EOP determination, the advances have
been also illuminating. A few of them are:
1. In VLBI data analysis, the usual session-wise solutions
can be complemented with global solutions (Belda
et al. 2017a) and with the simultaneous determination
of “quasi instantaneous” terrestrial reference frames
(TRFs) and EOP by Kalman filter and more sophisticated
methods (Abbondanza et al. 2017; Soja et al. 2016a,b,
2018a).
2. In the search for potential sources of discrepancies
between theory and observations, several experiments
have assessed the impacts of the variations of reference
frames or processing strategies. It has been shown
that different realizations of TRFs or data processing
strategies can give rise to not negligible differences in
the EOP determination at the GGOS level of accuracy
(see e.g. Wielgosz et al. 2016; Heinkelmann et al.
2017, Belda et al. 2017b; Soja et al. 2018b). This is
not irrelevant from the theoretical perspective since
theory must explain observations and help predictions,
but it does not accommodate to the actual observational
environment as tightly as desirable in some aspects. For
instance, the reference systems used in the derivation
different sets of fundamental equations that the EOP
must satisfy, with IAU2000 among them, have been
never realized (Chen and Shen 2010; Ferrándiz et al.
2015) although the analysis of observations is carried
out for specific realizations of reference frames—
e.g. the current conventional EOP 14C04 series
(Bizouard et al. 2019) links the ITRF14 (Altamimi
et al. 2016) and the ICRF2-ext2 (Fey et al. 2015), to
be superseded by the ICRF3 recently approved by IAU
and IAG/IUGG.
3. There is also a wide agreement on the need of improving
the consistency between the terrestrial and celestial (CRF)
reference frames and the rotation relating them given
by the EOP. This is a major challenge since TRFs and
CRFs and realized independently and using data that
cover different time spans. Better consistency can be
expected from simultaneous realization of those three
elements (Heinkelmann et al. 2017), but that is not easy
and a deeper insight into the meaning of the realizations
resulting from each procedure is required; it is well-
known by theory that the definitions of EOP and TRFs
are intrinsically related, but can be done in infinitely
many ways (Munk and McDonald 1960). In the term
2019–2023 a dedicated IAG/IAU/IERS JWG on Consis-
tent realization of TRF, CRF, and EOP will tackle the
problem.
Besides those findings, there are many valuable research
works still in progress; a non-comprehensive list was
included in the said JWG final report. Because of their
theoretical interest, let us comment only some work related
to the improvement of the Earth’s interior modeling. For
instance, the evaluation of the ellipticity of the inner layers,
and the theoretical estimates of the free periods, particularly
Chandler’s, have been brought closer to their observed values
(Huang et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2019); more insight has been
got into effects related to the inner gravitational interactions
among the Earth’s components (Chao 2017; Rochester et al.
2018).
3 Conclusion and Outlook
From all those findings and research in progress, it is possible
to conclude that at least a partial update of the Earth rotation
theory is needed and feasible within a reasonable time span.
Not only accuracy but also consistency among EOP, ICRF,
and ITRF has to be improved. The extent of the renewal is
to be determined in the forthcoming years, since neither any
complete new theory nor any integrated set of corrections
aimed at improving the theories in force have been published
or proposed so far. Future potential candidates should be
thoroughly validated with observations and compared to the
current theories regarding accuracy and consistency before
taking decisions on the update.
Those conclusions were the basis of the Resolution 5, on
Improvement of the Earth’s Rotation Theories and Models,
approved by the 2019 IAG General Assembly. The IAG
resolved:
– To encourage a prompt improvement of the Earth rotation
theory regarding its accuracy, consistency, and ability to
model and predict the essential EOP,
– That the definition of all the EOP, and related theories,
equations, and ancillary models governing their time
evolution, must be consistent with the reference frames
and the resolutions, conventional models, products, and
standards adopted by the IAG and its components,
– That the new models should be closer to the dynamically
time-varying, actual Earth, and adaptable as much as
possible to future updating of the reference frames and
standards.
Finally, a new working group was created by the IAG to help
in the implementation of these recommendations.
J. M. Ferrándiz et al.
Acknowledgements JMF, AE, and JG were partially supported by
Spanish Project AYA2016-79775-P (AEI/FEDER, UE). The work of
RSG described in this paper was performed at the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, California Institute of Technology, under contract with the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Support for that work
was provided by the Earth Surface and Interior Focus Area of NASA’s
Science Mission Directorate.
Conflict of Interest
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.
References
Abbondanza C, Chin TM, Gross RS, Heflin MB, Parker JW, Soja BS,
van Dam T, Wu X (2017) JTRF2014, the JPL Kalman filter and
smoother realization of the international terrestrial reference sys-
tem. J Geophys Res 122:8474–8510. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017/
JB014360
Altamimi Z, Rebischung P, Métivier L, Collilieux X (2016) ITRF2014:
a new release of the international terrestrial reference frame mod-
eling non-linear station motions. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 121.
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JB013098
Baenas T, Ferrándiz JM, Escapa A, Getino J, Navarro JF (2017a)
Contributions of the elasticity to the precession of a two-layer Earth
model. Astron J 153:79. https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/153/2/
79
Baenas T, Escapa A, Ferrándiz JM, Getino J (2017b) Application of
first-order canonical perturbation method with dissipative Hori-like
kernel. Int J Non-Linear Mech 90:11–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijnonlinmec.2016.12.017
Baenas T, Escapa A, Ferrándiz JM (2019) Precession of the non-rigid
Earth: effect of the mass redistribution. Astron Astrophys. https://
doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201935472
Belda S, Ferrándiz JM, Heinkelmann R, Nilsson T, Schuh H (2016)
Testing a new free core nutation empirical model. J Geodyn 94:59–
67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2016.02.002
Belda S, Heinkelmann R, Ferrándiz JM, Karbon M, Nilsson T, Schuh
H (2017a) An improved empirical harmonic model of the Celestial
intermediate pole offsets from a global VLBI solution. Astron J
154:166. https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa8869
Belda S, Heinkelmann R, Ferrándiz JM, Nilsson T, Schuh H (2017b)
On the consistency of the current conventional EOP series and the
celestial and terrestrial reference frames. J Geod 91:135–149. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00190-016-0944-3
Bizouard C, Lambert S, Gattano C, Becker O, Richard J (2019)
The IERS EOP 14C04 solution for Earth orientation parameters
consistent with ITRF 2014. J Geod 93:621–633. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00190-018-1186-3
Brzezin´ski A (1994) Polar motion excitation by variations of the
effective angular momentum function: II. Extended Model. Manuscr
Geodaet 19:157–171
Capitaine N, Wallace PT, Chapront J (2003) Expressions for IAU 2000
precession quantities. Astron Astrophys 412:567–586. https://doi.
org/10.1051/0004-6361:20031539
Capitaine N, Wallace PT, Chapront J (2005) Improvement of the IAU
2000 precession model. Astron Astrophys 432:355–367. https://doi.
org/10.1051/0004--6361:20041908
Chao BF (2017) Dynamics of the inner core wobble under mantle-inner
core gravitational interactions. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 122:7437–
7448. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JB014405
Chao BF, Hsieh Y (2015) The Earth’s free core nutation: Formulation of
dynamics and estimation of eigenperiod from the very-long-baseline
interferometry data. Earth Planet Sci Lett 432:483–492. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.epsl.2015.10.010
Chao BF, Ray RD, Gipson JM, Egbert GD, Ma C (1996) Diur-
nal/semidiurnal polar motion excited by oceanic tidal angular
momentum. J Geophys Res 101:20,151–20,163
Chen W, Shen WB (2010) New estimates of the inertia tensor and
rotation of the triaxial nonrigid Earth. J Geophys Res 115:B12419.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2009JB007094
Chen W, Ray J, Li J, Huang CL, Shen WB (2013a) Polar motion
excitations for an Earth model with frequency-dependent responses:
1. A refined theory with insight into the Earth’s rheology and core-
mantle coupling. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 118:4975–4994. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50314
Chen W, Ray J, Shen WB, Huang CL (2013b) Polar motion excitations
for an Earth model with frequency-dependent responses: 2. Numeri-
cal tests of the meteorological excitations. J Geophys Res Solid Earth
118. https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrb.50313
Dill R, Dobslaw H (2019) Seasonal variations in global mean sea-
level and consequences on the excitation of length-of-day changes.
Geophys J Int 218:801–816. http://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggz201
Dill R, Dobslaw H, Thomas M (2019) Improved 90-day EOP pre-
dictions from angular momentum forecasts of atmosphere, ocean,
and terrestrial hydrosphere. J Geodesy 93:287–295. http://doi.org/
10.1007/s00190-018-1158-7
Drewes H, Kuglitsch F (eds) (2017) Travaux de l’IAG 2015–2017/
IAG Reports, vol 40. Available at https://iag.dgfi.tum.de/en/iag-
publications-position-papers/iag-reports-2017-online/ Accessed 17
Jan 2020
Drewes H, Kuglitsch F (eds) (2019) Travaux de l’IAG 2015–2019/
IAG Reports, vol 41. Available at https://iag.dgfi.tum.de/en/iag-
publications-position-papers/iag-reports-2019-online/ Accessed 17
Jan 2020
Drewes H, Kuglitsch F, Adám J3, Szabolcs Rózsa S (eds) (2016) The
geodesist handbook 2016. J Geodesy 90:907–1205. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00190-016-0948-z
Escapa A, Capitaine, N (2018) A global set of adjustments to make
the IAU 2000A nutation consistent with the IAU 2006 precession.
In Proc. Journées 2017, des Systèmes de Référence et de la rota-
tion Terrestre: furthering our knowledge of Earth rotation Alicante,
Spain, 2017 (in press)
Escapa A, Ferrándiz JM, Baenas T, Getino J, Navarro JF, Belda-
Palazón S (2017a) Consistency problems in the improvement of the
IAU precession-nutation theories: effects of the dynamical ellipticity
differences. Pure Appl Geophys 173:861–870. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00024-015-1154-2
Escapa A, Getino, J, Ferrándiz JM, Baenas T (2017b) Dynamical
adjustments in IAU 2000A nutation series arising from IAU 2006
precession. Astron Astrophys. https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/
201730490.
Ferrándiz JM, Belda S, Heinkelmann R, Getino J, Schuh H, Escapa
A (2015) Reference frames in Earth rotation theories. Geophys Res
Abstr 17:EGU2015-11566
Ferrándiz JM, Navarro JF, Martínez-Belda MC, Escapa A, Getino J
(2018) Limitations of the IAU2000 nutation model accuracy due
to the lack of Oppolzer terms of planetary origin Astron Astrophys
618:A69. https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201730840
Fey AL, Gordon D, Jacobs CS, Ma C, Gaume RA, Arias EF, Bianco
G, Boboltz DA, Boeckmann S, Bolotin S, Charlot P, Collioud A,
Engelhardt G, Gipson J, Gontier AM, Heinkelmann R, Ojha R,
Report of the IAU/IAG Joint Working Group on Theory of Earth Rotation and Validation
Skurikhina E, Sokolova J, Souchay J, Sovers OJ, Tesmer V, Titov
O, Wang G, Zharov V (2015) The second realization of the interna-
tional celestial reference frame by very long baseline interferometry.
Astron J 150:58. https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/150/2/58
Gattano C, Lambert S, Bizouard C (2016) Observation of the Earth’s
nutation by the VLBI: how accurate is the geophysical signal. J
Geod. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-016-0940-7
Guo Z, Shen WB (2020) Formulation of a triaxial three-layered Earth
rotation: theory and rotational normal mode solutions. J Geophys
Res: Solid Earth. https://doi.org/10.1029/2019JB018571
Heinkelmann R, Belda, S, Ferrándiz JM, Schuh H (2017) How con-
sistent are the current conventional celestial and terrestrial reference
frames and the conventional earth orientation parameters? In: Inter-
national Association of Geodesy Symposia series. https://doi.org/10.
1007/1345_2015_149
Herring TA, Mathews PM, Buffett BA (2002) Modeling of nutation -
precession: very long baseline interferometry results. J Geophys Res
107:2069. https://doi.org/10.1029/2001JB000165
Hilton, JL, Capitaine N, Chapront J, Ferrándiz JM, Fienga A,
Fukushima T, Getino J, Mathews P, Simon JL, Soffel M, Von-
drak J, Wallace P, Williams J (2006) Report of the international
astronomical union division I working group on precession and
the ecliptic. Celes Mech Dyn Astron 94:351–367. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10569-006-0001-2
Huang C, Liu Y, Liu C, Zhang M (2019) A generalized theory of the
figure of the Earth: formulae. J Geodesy 93:297–317. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00190-018-1159-6
Lambert S (2007) Empirical model of the retrograde free core nutation.
Technical Note, Available at ftp://hpiers.obspm.fr/eop-pc/models/
fcn/notice.pdf. Accessed 17 Jan 2020
Liu FC, Capitaine N (2017) Evaluation of a possible upgrade of the IAU
2006 precession. Astron Astrophys 597:A83, 12 pp. https://doi.org/
10.1051/0004-6361/201628717
Liu C, Huang C, Liu Y, Zhang M. (2019) A generalized theory of the
figure of the Earth: on the global dynamical flattening. J Geodesy
93:19–331. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-018-1163-x
Malkin Z (2013) Free core nutation and geomagnetic jerks. J Geod
72:53–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jog.2013.06.001
Malkin ZM (2014) On the accuracy of the theory of precession
and nutation. Astron Rep 58:415–425. https://doi.org/10.1134/
S1063772914060043
Malkin Z (2016) Free core nutation: new large disturbance and connec-
tion evidence with geomagnetic jerks. arXiv160303176M
Malkin Z (2017) Joint analysis of celestial pole offset and free core
nutation series. J Geod 91. https://doi.org/839-84810.1007/s00190-
016-0966-x
Mathews PM, Herring TA, Buffett BA (2002) Modeling of nutation
and precession: new nutation series for nonrigid Earth and insights
into the Earth’s interior. J Geophys Res 107:2068. https://doi.org/10.
1029/2001JB000390
Munk WH, McDonald GJF (1960) The rotation of the Earth. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge
Petit G, Luzum B (2010) IERS Conventions (2010). IERS Technical
Note 36, vol 179. Verlag des Bundesamts für Kartographie und
Geodësie, Frankfurt am Main. ISBN:3-89888-989-6 (2010)
Quinn KJ, Ponte RM, Heimbach P, Fukumori I, Campin JM (2019)
Ocean angular momentum from a recent global state estimate,
with assessment of uncertainties. Geophys J Internat 216:584–597.
https://doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggy452
Rochester MG, Crossley D, Chao BF (2018) On the physics of the inner
core wobble: corrections to “Dynamics of the inner-core wobble
under mantle- inner core gravitational interactions” by B. F. Chao.
J Geophys Res. https://doi:10.1029/2018JB016506
Salstein DA, Kann DM, Miller AJ, Rosen RD (1993) The sub-
bureau for atmospheric angular momentum of the International Earth
Rotation Service: a meteorological data center with geodetic appli-
cations. Bull Am Meteorol Soc 74:67–80.
Schindelegger M, Einšpigel D, Salstein D, Böhm J (2016) The global
S1 tide in Earth’s nutation. Surv Geophys, 37(3):643–680. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10712-016-9365-3
Schindelegger M, Salstein D, Einšpigel D, Mayerhofer C (2017)
Diurnal atmosphere-ocean signals in Earth’s rotation rate and a
possible modulation through ENSO. Geophys Res Lett 44:2755–
2762. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL072633
Schuh H, Ferrándiz JM, Belda S. Heinkelmann R, Karbon M, Nilsson T
(2017) Empirical corrections to nutation amplitudes and precession
computed from a global VLBI solution. American Geophysical
Union Fall Meeting 2017, abstract #G11A-0695
´Sliwin´ska J, Nastula J (2019) Determining and evaluating the hydro-
logical signal in polar motion excitation from gravity field models
obtained from kinematic orbits of LEO satellites. Remote Sens
11:1784. https://doi.org/10.3390/rs11151784
Soja B, Nilsson T, Balidakis K, Glaser S, Heinkelmann R, Schuh H
(2016a) Determination of a terrestrial reference frame via Kalman
filtering of very long baseline interferometry data. J Geod 90:1311–
1327. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00190-016-0924-7
Soja B, Nilsson T, Balidakis K, Glaser S, Heinkelmann R, Schuh H
(2016b) Erratum to: determination of a terrestrial reference frame via
Kalman filtering of very long baseline interferometry data. J Geod
90:1329–1329. https://doi.org/1010.1007/s00190-016-0953-2
Soja B, Gross RS, Abbondanza C, Chin TM, Heflin MB, Parker JW,
Wu X, Balidakis K, Nilsson T, Glaser S, Karbon M, Heinkelmann
R, Schuh H (2018a) Application of time-variable process noise in
terrestrial reference frames determined from VLBI data. Adv Space
Res 61:2418–2425. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2018.02.023
Soja B, Gross RS, Abbondanza C, Chin TM, Heflin MB, Parker JW,
Wu X, Nilsson T, Glaser S, Balidakis K, Heinkelmann R, Schuh
H (2018b) On the long-term stability of terrestrial reference frame
solutions based on Kalman filtering. J Geod 92:1063–1077. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00190-018-1160-0
Vondrák J, Ron C (2015) Earth orientation and its excitations by
atmosphere, oceans, and geomagnetic jerks. Serb Astron J 191:59–
66. https://doi.org/10.2298/SAJ1591059V
Vondrák J, Ron C (2016) Geophysical fluids from different data sources,
geomagnetic jerks, and their impact on Earth’s orientation. Acta
Geodyn Geomater 13:241–247. https://doi.org/10.13168/AGG.2016.
0005
Vondrák J, Ron C (2019) New GFZ effective angular momentum
excitation functions and their impact on nutation. Acta Geodyn
Geomater 16:151–155. https://doi.org/10.13168/AGG.2019.0012
Vondrák J, Ron C, Chapanov Y (2017) New determination of period
and quality factor of Chandler wobble, considering geophysical
excitations. Adv Space Res 59(5):1395–1407. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.asr.2016.12.001
Wielgosz A, Tercjak M, Brzezin´ski A (2016) Testing impact of the
strategy of VLBI data analysis on the estimation of Earth orientation
parameters and station coordinates. Rep Geod Geoinform 101:1–15.
https://doi.org/:10.1515/rgg-2016-0017
Win´ska M, ´Sliwin´ska J (2019) Assessing hydrological signal in polar
motion from observations and geophysical models. Stud Geophys
Geod 63. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11200-018-1028-z
Zhou YH, Salstein DA, Chen JL (2006) Revised atmospheric excitation
function series related to Earth variable rotation under consideration
of surface topography. J Geophys Res 111:D12108. https://doi.org/
10.1029/2005JD006608
Zhu P, Rivoldini A, Koot L, Dehant V (2017) Basic Earth’s Parameters
as estimated from VLBI observations. Geod Geodyn 8:427–432.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geog.2017.04.007
J. M. Ferrándiz et al.
Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence and indicate if changes were made.
The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a
credit line to the material. If material is not included in the chapter’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder.
